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Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: line 12, "form" 
should be "from" instead. Appropriate correction is required. 

2. Claim 44 is objected to because of the following informalities: "pull out window" 
should be "pull-out window" instead. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1,2,9,10, 22, 25-30, 35, 36, 40, 41 , 43, 48-56, 58-60, 68, 69, 74-76, 79- 
81, 88, 89 and 96-101 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Youden (US 7,027,035 B2) in view of Someya et al. (US 6,759,997 B2), hereinafter as 
Someya. 

As for claim 1 and associated claims 49, 53, 68 and 88, Youden teaches a 
presentation system (image copy system 100; fig. 1; column 2, lines 40-59) for 
presenting information (displaying images), the system comprising: 

a communication network (image data transfer link 110); 

a control interface (selectable control 112); 

a master presentation unit (computer system) including a processor (computing 
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device 102) and a master display screen (first display device 104), 

the master screen juxtaposed within the space so as to be viewable by an 
audience within a space (the first display device 104 is inherently viewed by an user and 
any other people within the vicinity), 

the processor operable to transmit an image displayed on the master screen over 
the network upon user command issued via the control interface (when selectable 
control 1 12 is selected by the user, copy an image 116 displayed on the first display 
device 104 over to a second display device 108; column 2, lines 50-59); and 

at least a first slave presentation unit (second display device 108) including a first 
slave image presenter (an inherent interface/driving circuitry that receives image data 
from computing device 102) operable to receive and present images that are 
transmitted by the master unit to the first slave unit over the network (image 1 16 is 
displayed on the second display device 1 08 via transfer link 1 1 0). 

However, Youden is silent regarding whether the display at the master screen 
(first display device 104) and the first slave presentation unit (second display device 
1 08) are for same audience. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that whether the intended 
audience is same or separate groups relates simply to intended use of the image copy 
system. Moreover, it is conceivable and logical that the user of the image copy system 
is part of the audience. For example, the user first check and view an image displayed 
on the first display device, and when he desires to clearly show to the audience he 
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could copy the image to the second display device, which could be a bigger display or 
simply another display at another spot within the space/room. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to setup the image copy system such that 
both display devices are within a space and intended for same audience. 

Youden further teaches that image data could be copied to a memory component 
first and later read to be displayed on a second display device (fig. 5; column 5 line 64 
through column 6 line 28). Furthermore, Youden teaches yet an external display device 
234 (i.e. a third display device) besides the second display device 232 (fig. 2) but 
without any description as how to copy image data to the external display device 234 for 
display. 

However, Youden still does not teach wherein, when an image is transmitted 
from the master unit to a slave unit, the image is correlated with a slave unit identifier 
and is stored in a memory as an image-unit set. 

Someya teaches an image display system of n image display units 2 (fig. 3; 
column 4 lines 4-1 1 ). Each image display unit has an associated unit number set within 
the unit (column 4 lines 12-20). Moreover, a composite image signal C for the display 
units includes an image signal and an index signal X (column 4 lines 21-30). The index 
signal X corresponds to a unit number determining which image display unit to display. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that similarly for Youden the 
image data copied to the memory component could be modified as a composite image 
data similar to Someya's. With this change, copied image data can be designated to a 
particular image display unit (i.e. either the second display device or the external display 
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device). It would have been obvious to provide such composite image data and modify 
the second/external display units to be able recognize associated image data, since this 
facilitates communication over network of image data to only designated display unit(s). 

As for claims 2, 69 and 89, the external display device 234 (Youden: fig. 2) 
corresponds to the at least a second slave presentation unit claimed. 

As for claim 9, naturally each slave presentation unit would have its own display 
surface. 

As for claim 10, managing the scales of both the master screen and presentation 
surface are both feasible and common in the art. This would be a matter of design 
consideration and usage preference. 

As for claims 22 and 96, the master unit (computer system) does include the 
control interface (selectable control 1 12) as shown (fig. 1). 

As for claims 25 and 97, Youden teaches an alternative wherein the control 
interface is separate from the master unit (selectable interface control 120 displayed on 
the first display device 104 - to be selected obviously by touch or associated mouse). 

As for claims 26 and 98, the associated mouse could easily be a wireless mouse. 

As for claims 27 and 99, Youden teaches that image data 1 1 6 and 1 1 8 are 
identical. 

As for claims 28 and 1 00, the edit to image data 1 1 6 could be made updated with 
image data 1 18 by design once the copy button 112 has been selected. 
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As for claims 29, 30 and 101 , it would have been obvious to make the link 110 
wireless when this connectivity convenience is desired. Naturally, wireless transmitter 
and receiver would be required. 

As for claims 35 and 36, steps 508 and 510 (Youden: fig. 5) correspond to store 
function as claimed. 

As for claims 40-41 and 50-52, the orientations and dimensions of the master 
and slave screens are simply a matter of design consideration in optimizing viewing 
space. 

As for claim 43, whether the displays are adjacent to each other or spaced a 
distance apart is a matter of preference of the user for the audience. 

As for claim 48, it is a matter of design consideration based on esthetics, 
functionality and portability on how the different displays should be provided. 

As for claims 54-56, 58-60, 74-76 and 79-81 , Someya's index signal X 
corresponds to the unique image identifier that associates with the presented image 
(together with the image signal as a composite image signal). 

5. Claims 3-5, 21 , 70, 71 , 90-92 and 95 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Youden as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Brown et al. (US 7,134,079 B2), hereinafter as Brown. 

As for claims 3, 71 and 90, Youden does not teach the indicating of which slave 
units the image should be transmitted to. Brown teaches a presentation system 100 
(fig. 1). Specifically, Brown teaches the system having a graphical interface 122, video 
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outputs 1 16a, 1 16b provided to left-hand projector 1 14a and right-hand projector 1 14b, 
respectively. Using the interface 122, presentation material is directed to one, or both of 
the projectors (column 3, lines 12-26). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the features above of the 
graphical interface 122 could similarly be incorporated into Youden's selectable control 
as this would further allow control of which salve presentation unit is to be directed to. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to further incorporate Brown's control interface 
features because of the selectivity of slave presentation unit provided. 

As for claims 4 and 91 , Brown teaches using graphical icons 620 and 644, to 
send image information to either left or right screen, that correspond to the two buttons 
provided in the master unit. 

As for claims 5, 21 , 70, 92 and 95, Youden does not teach that the image on the 
master screen is erased / removed after transmitting to a slave unit. On the other hand, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that once an image is transmitted to a 
slave unit, it is not necessary for the master screen to continue display the image. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to remove / erase the image after being 
transmitted as a design choice. 

6. Claims 6-8, 23-28, 72, 93, 94 and 97-100 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Youden as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Barton (US 2005/0193060 A1). 
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As for claims 6, 23 and 93, Youden does not teach an augment interface by 
which a presenter may augment an image presented on the master screen. On the 
other hand, Barton teaches a projected image (by display unit 120) may be edited by a 
control unit 130 (fig. 1 and 2; paragraph 26). One of ordinary skill in the art would 
recognize Barton's editing feature could be incorporated into Youden's system and is 
beneficial in allowing a presentation image to be enhanced in real time as necessary. 
Therefore, it would have obvious to add Barton's editing feature as an enhancement to 
Youden's system. 

As for claims 7, 24 and 94, the moving of the cursor and corresponding editing 
correspond to claimed activity intended to interact with the master screen. 

As for claim 8, the adding or erasing of information is what editing is all about. 

As for claims 25, 26, 97 and 98, Barton teaches an embodiment where the 
control unit 130 is separate from the display unit 120 (master display) and 
communicates wirelessly (via the document exchange unit 110, which could be part of 
the display unit 20). 

As for claims 27 and 99, Barton teaches that the control unit 130 has a display 
1 32 for preview. 

As for claims 28 and 100, once the display data is sent to the shared memory 
112, it is available for display on display unit 1 20. 

Claim 72 is similarly rejected over the rationale of rejections for claims 6 and 7. 
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7. Claims 13-16, 17, 19, 20 and 44-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Youden as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Ayers et 
al. (US 5,038,158), hereinafter as Ayers. 

As for claim 13, Youden does not teach the structure of the slave image 
presenter as claimed. Ayers teaches an erasable roller-type display (fig. 1 and 2). 
Specifically, the display has a roller 31 , printer head 34, sheet feed motor 33 that 
correspond to claimed roll member, print applicator and motivator, respectively (column 
5 lines 9-20). One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that Ayers' display could 
similarly be used as one of Youden's secondary displays and is advantageous in 
providing a feel of hand-drawn chart. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
incorporate Ayers' display as one secondary display of Youden, providing a feel of a 
hand-drawn chart in presentation. 

As for claim 14, the roller 31 rolls display sheet 22 that reads on claimed sheet of 

paper. 

As for claims 1 5 and 1 6, it is not clear whether the primary display screen 56 and 
secondary display screens 58, 60 and 62 are of the same size. On the other hand, this 
would be simply being a matter of design consideration and usage preference. 

As for claim 17, as modified by Someya, the unique identifier (i.e. the index/unit 
number would be associated with the printed image. It would have been obvious that 
being proximate the printed image is a logical way of association. 

As for claims 19 and 20, the display sheet 22 of Ayers is erasable. However, the 
erase is by means of a charged cleaning brush 66 and not erasable ink. On the other 
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hand, the application of a cleaning agent is well known in the art and is merely an 
alternative to erasing content on a sheet medium. Moreover, the concurrent erasing 
and writing of content on a sheet medium is well known. 

As for claims 44-47, Ayer's display is a pull-out endless loop type. However, this 
is simply a matter a design consideration for the four display styles as claimed are all 
well known in the art. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 61-67 are allowed. 

9. Claims 18, 33, 34, 57, 77, 78, 82-84 and 104 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

1 0. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: none of the prior art of record teaches, inter alia, the retrieval method for display 
back via the master screen and the setup of both the image-unit sets and session image 
set, as claimed. 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-10,1 3-1 7, 1 9-30, 35-36, 40-41 , 
43-56, 58-60, 68-72, 74-76, 79-81 and 88-101 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Because the new rejection is associated with 
previously objected claims, the rejection is mad non-final. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to TOM V. SHENG whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7684. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am - 6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Hjerpe can be reached on (571 ) 272-7691 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/T. V. SV 

Examiner, Art Unit 2629 
/Richard Hjerpe/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



